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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1,6-7, 9, 16 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Crandall (U.S. Publication 2002/0143827 A1) in view of Uemoto 
(U.S. Patent 5.497,320). 

As per claims 1, 9, and 16, Crandall discloses a method of generating a sanitized 
document including obtaining a document, the document including a number of types of 
information which includes restricted and unrestricted information (See Crandall, Page 
1 , paragraphs 0003 and 0008), reviewing the document to identify a preselected type of 
information, such as restricted information (See Crandall, Page 3, paragraph 0033). and 
marking or tagging the identified preselected type of information in the document to 
generate a marked document, where the marked identified preselected type of 
information in the marked document is distinguishable from other types of information in 
the marked document (See Crandall, Page 3, paragraph 0033). Crandall does not 
disclose expressly executing an application on the marked document to generate a 
santizied document and log file, where the marked Identified preselected type of 
information, or restricted information, is removed from the sanitized document and is 
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included in the log file. Crandall also does not disclose expressly storing the marked 
document, the sanitized document and the log file in a database accessible by a 
number of users to provide to an external source. Uemoto discloses creating a 
sanitized document in the form of an upstream special candidate file which does not 
contain the preselected information and a log file in the form of a deletion file which 
does contain the preselected information. (See Uemoto, Figure IB, element SA16). 
Uemoto also discloses that the files are stored in a database or repository accessible to 
a number of users (See Uemoto, Column 20, lines 29-41). Crandall and Uemoto are 
analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of processing data 
between multiple output files. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to 
a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the sanitized document, log file, and 
storing of the files of Uemoto with the system and method of Crandall. The motivation 
for doing so would have been to provide documents which are reusable. (See Uemoto, 
Column 20, line 34). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Uemoto with 
Crandall for the benefit of reusing the documents to obtain the invention as specified in 
claims 1, 9 and 16. 

As per claim 6, Crandall and Uemoto disclose the limitations of claim 1 as 
described above. Crandall also discloses reviewing the document to identify a 
preselected type of information in the document also including executing a search or 
filtering application on the document to search for a keyword in the document, which is 
one of the possible reviewing methods set forth in claim 6. 
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As per claim 7, Crandall and Uemoto disclose the limitations of claim 1 as 
described above. Crandall also discloses verifying the infomriation has been removed 
from the sanitized document before the step of storing the marked document, the 
sanitized document, and the log file in a database and repeating the steps of reviewing 
the document, marking the identified preselected type of information in the document 
and executing an application to generate a sanitized document and a log file from the 
marked document until all of the preselected type of information has been verified as 
being removed from the sanitized document, (See Crandall, Page 2, paragraph 0022). 

As per claim 20, Crandall and Uemoto disclose the limitations of claim 16 as 
described above. Crandall also discloses the use of an intranet which, as is well known 
in the art, includes predetermined access rights for users. (See Crandall, Page 3, 
paragraph 0030). 

Claims 2-3, 10-11, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Crandall (U.S. Publication 2002/0143827 A1 ) in view of Uemoto 
(U.S. Patent 5,497,320) as applied to claims 1, 9, and 16 above, and further in view of 
Tanaka (U.S. Patent 6.263,336 B1). 

As per claims 2, 10, and 17, Crandall and Uemoto disclose the limitations of 
claims 1, 9 and 16 as described above. Crandall and Uemoto do not disclose expressly 
locating a starting point and an ending point of a portion of the identified preselected 
type of information, or restricted informafion, in the document, indicating in the 
document, the starting point and ending point for the portion of the identified preselected 
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type of information, or restricted information, in the document, and repeating the steps 
of locating and identifying until all portions of the identified preselected type of 
information, or restricted information, in the document have been identified. Tanaka 
discloses locating a starting and ending point for a portion of the restricted information 
(See Tanaka, Column 3, lines 49-54), indicating, in the document, the starting and 
ending points (See Tanaka, Column 3, lines 49-54), and repeating the steps of locating 
and identifying the restricted information until all portions of restricted information in the 
document have been identified. (See Tanaka, Column 3, lines 29-34). Crandall, 
Uemoto and Tanaka are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of manipulating electronic data files. At the time of the invention it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the identification of the 
starting and ending points of the restricted information in the document of Tanaka with 
the system and method of Crandall and Uemoto. The motivation for doing so would 
have been to clearly mark the scope of text for extraction (See Tanaka, Column 3, lines 
50-54). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Tanaka with Crandall and 
Uemoto for the benefit of clearly marking the scope of text for extraction to obtain the 
invention as specified in claims 2, 10 and 17. 

As per claims 3 and 11, Crandall, Uemoto and Tanaka disclose the limitations of 
claims 2 and 10 as described above. Crandall also discloses highlighting the selected 
portion of the identified preselected type of information, or restricted information, in the 
document in a preselected color (See Crandall, Page 3-4, paragraphs 0033-0034), a, 
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which is included as one of the possible methods of indication set forth in claims 3 and 



Claims 4, 12, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Crandall (U.S. Publication 2002/0143827 A1) in view of Uemoto (U.S. Patent 
5,497,320) and Tanaka (U.S. Patent 6,263,336 B1) as applied to claims 2, 10, and 17 
above, and further in view of Anderson (U.S. Patent 6,609,200 B2). 

As per claims 4, 12, and 18, Grandall, Uemoto and Tanaka disclose the 
limitations of claims 2, 10, and 17 as described above. Crandall, Uemoto and Tanaka 
do not disclose expressly inserting a first tag at the starting point of the portion of the 
identified preselected type of infomnation, or restricted information, in the document, and 
inserting a second tag at the ending point of the portion of the identified preselected 
type of information, or restricted information. In the document. Anderson discloses 
inserting a tag at the beginning and ending points of the selected portion of information 
In the document (See Anderson, Column 4, lines 40-47). Crandall, Uemoto, Tanaka 
and Anderson are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of 
manipulating electronic data files. At the time of the invention it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the insertion of tags at the 
starting and ending points of the selected infomnation in the document of Anderson with 
the system and method of Crandall, Uemoto and Tanaka. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to express the meaning of a particular textual unit in relationship to 
other textual units (See Anderson, Column 4, lines 36-40). Therefore, it would have 
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been obvious to combine Anderson with Crandall, Uemoto, and Tanaka for the benefit 
of identifying the particular meaning of a portion of text in the document to obtain the 
invention as specified in claims 4, 12, and 18. 

Claims 5, 13, and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Crandall (U.S. Publication 2002/0143827 A1) in view of Uemoto (U.S. Patent 
5.497,320) and Tanaka (U.S. Patent 6,263,336 B1) as applied to claims 2 and 10 
above, and further in view of Jones (U.S. Patent 6,415,307 B2). 

As per claims 5 and 13, Crandall and Uemoto disclose the limitations of claims 2 
and 10 as described above. Crandall also discloses inserting a marker in the sanitized 
document corresponding to the portion of the identified preselected type of information, 
or restricted information, in the document (See Crandall, Claim 7). Crandall, Uemoto 
and Tanaka do not disclose expressly indicating the starting and ending points of the 
portion of the identified preselected type of information, or restricted information, in the 
document with a first indication style. Jones discloses using specialized types of fonts 
to indicate the starting and ending points of data. (See Jones, Column 14, lines 8-22) 
Crandall, Uemoto, Tanaka and Jones are analogous art because they are from the 
same field of endeavor of manipulating electronic data files. At the time of the invention 
it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the 
specialized types of fonts of Jones with the system and method of Crandall, Uemoto 
and Tanaka. The motivation for doing so would have been to conveniently identify 
keywords or text in the document. (See Jones, Column 14, lines 11-13) Therefore, it 
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would have been obvious to combine Jones with Crandall, Uemoto and Tanaka for the 
benefit of easily identifying keywords or text to obtain the invention as specified in 
claims 5 and 13. 

As per claim 14, Crandall, Uemoto, Tanaka and Jones disclose the limitations of 
claim 13 as described above. Crandall also discloses parsing the tagged document for 
an indicated portion of the identified restricted information in the draft document and 
removing the parsed portion of the identified restricted information in the draft document 
from the sanitized document (See Crandall, Claim 7), and inserting a marker in the 
sanitized document in response to the parsed portion of the identified restricted 
information in the draft document being in the first indication style (See Crandall, Claim 
7). Tanaka also discloses omitting the marker in the sanitized document in response to 
the parsed portion of the identified restricted information in the draft document being in 
the second indication style (See Tanaka, Column 6, lines 16-20). Uemoto also 
discloses inserting the parsed portion of the restricted information in the draft document 
into the log file, or deletion file. (See Uemoto, Figure IB, element SA16). Crandall, 
Uemoto, Tanaka and Jones are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of manipulating electronic data files. At the time of the invention it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the omission of the marker 
in the sanitized document of Tanaka with the system and method of Crandall, Uemoto, 
Tanaka and Jones. The motivation for doing so would have been to reduce the 
computational volume and make the processing easier (See Tanaka, Column 6, lines 
35-36). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Tanaka with Crandall, 
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Uemoto, Tanaka and Jones for the benefit of reducing data volume and simplifying 
processing. At the time of the invention it would also have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to include insertion of the parsed portion of the restricted 
information of the draft document into the deletion file of Uemoto with the system and 
method of Crandall, Uemoto, Tanaka and Jones. The motivation for doing so would 
have been to improve the efficiency of document conversions and document 
preparation. (See Uemoto, Column 2, lines 25-27). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Uemoto with Crandall, Uemoto, Tanaka and Jones for the benefit of 
improving the efficiency of document conversion and preparation to obtain the invention 
as specified In claim 14. 

Claims 8 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Crandall (U.S. Publication 2002/0143827 A1) in view of Uemoto (U.S. Patent 5,497,320) 
as applied to claims 7 and 9 above, and further in view of Fahlman (U.S. Patent 
5,960.080). 

As per claims 8 and 15, Crandall and Uemoto disclose the limitations of claims 7 
and 9 as described above. Crandall and Uemoto do not disclose expressly that the step 
of obtaining a draft document includes one of creating a new document and 
downloading a previously created document. Fahlman discloses the step of creating a 
new document (See Fahlman, Column 3, lines 28-29). Crandall, Uemoto and Fahlman 
are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of processing 
multiple types of data in a file. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious 
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to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the creation of a new file of Fahlman 
with the system and method of Crandall and Uemoto. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to transmit a confidential message. (See Fahlman, Column 3, lines 
27-29). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Fahlman with Crandall and 
Uemoto for the benefit of creating a confidential message to be transmitted to obain the 
invention as specified in claims 8 and 15. 

Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Crandall 
(U.S. Publication 2002/0143827 A1) in view of Uemoto (U.S. Patent 5.497.320), Tanaka 
(U.S. Patent 6,263,336 B1) and Anderson (U.S. Patent 6,609,200 B2) as applied to 
claim18 above, and further in view of Jones (U.S. Patent 6,415,307 B2). 

As per claim 19, Crandall, Uemoto, Tanaka and Anderson disclose the limitations 
of claim 18 as described above. Tanaka also discloses a preselected color signaling 
the means for generating the sanitized document to insert a marker in the sanitized 
document and a second preselected color signaling the means for generating the 
sanitized document to omit the marker in the sanitized document for the selected 
portion of the preselected information in the document (See Tanaka, Column 5, lines 
60-61, and Column 6, lines 16-20). Crandall, Uemoto, Tanaka and Anderson do not 
disclose expressly a first preselected style and a second preselected style signaling the 
means for generating the sanitized document to insert a marker in the sanitized 
document for the selected portion of the preselected information in the document and 
the signaling the means for generating the sanitized document to omit the marker in the 
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sanitized document for tlie selected portion of tlie preselected information in the 
document. Jones discloses using specialized types of fonts to indicate the starting and 
ending points of data. (See Jones, Column 14, lines 8-22) Crandall also discloses 
inserting a marker at the starting and ending points of the preselected information (See 
Crandall, Claim 7). Crandall, Uemoto, Tanaka and Jones are analogous art because 
they are from the same field of endeavor of manipulating electronic data files. At the 
time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
include the specialized types of fonts of Jones with the system and method of Crandall, 
Uemoto, Tanaka and Anderson. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
conveniently identify keywords or text in the document. (See Jones, Column 14, lines 
11-13) Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Jones with Crandall, Uemoto, 
Tanaka and Anderson for the benefit of easily identifying keywords or text to obtain the 
invention as specified in claim 19. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

• Redlich (U.S. Publication 2002/0091975 A1) discloses a data security 
system and method for separation of user communities. 

• Adjaoute (U.S. Publication 2003/0009495 A1 ) discloses systems and 
methods for filtering electronic content. 

• Anick et al discloses a full-text information retrieval system. 
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• Adelberg discloses a tool for seml-automatically extracting structured and 
semistructured data from text documents. 

• Dorre et al discloses data mining and analysis techniques. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Laurie Ries whose telephone number is (571 ) 272-4095. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 7:00am to 3:30pm. 
If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Feild, can be reached at (571) 272-4090. 

Information regarding the status pf an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more 
information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have 
questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center 
(EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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